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Due to limited time and money, this feasibility study 
focused primarily on the desirability of using vouchers as that 
desirability could be measured in the awareness, acceptance, and 
willingness of inner-city Garyites to participate in an education 
voucher pilot program. The study began with a two-month information 
campaign to inform Garyites about vouchers, followed by a survey to 
measure the awareness and attitudes of different segments of the 
community. Useable data were collected from U98 parents and 
inner-city residents and 343 school employees, including teachers, 
principals, and central office administrators. Findings shoved that 
56.5 percent of the community residents surveyed had not heard of the 
education voucher program; nonetheless, 53.8 percent indicated they 
would be willing to participate, while 31.5 percent were undecided. 
Only 8.2 percent of the teachers and 5.7 percent of the principals 
surveyed were unaware of the voucher program, and 47.3 percent of the 
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FOREWORD 



Recently there has been a good deal of discussion and study of the 
failure of the American Public Education System. The analysis in this 
report seeks to survey and initiate those processes necessary for the 
development and testing of possible solutions to the oft-described 
problems facing the urban school today. At the base of our efforts are 
those ingredients which we feel are essential in arriving at workable 
solutions; they include the following: identification and involvement 
of the various publics having a stake in the success of the schools 
(stakeholders); reinfc cement of the principle of parent responsibility 
for the education of their children; development of educational options 
within and outside the schools, to deal with specifically identified 
problems of learning; the strengthening of teacher performance hy 
providing them with the additional resources (human and material), 
training and educational technologies with which to uo their jobs. As 
a whole, this approach involves the development of educational options 
coupled with a basically humanistic approach to learning, wherein each 
participant in the learning process is seen as an individual requiring 
un i que approaches . 

The Education Voucher Feasibility Study in Gary, Indiana reported upon 
here has provided us the opportunity to test several of these basic 
pr i nci p I es . 

Llovd B. Hunter 
Pres i dent 

Institute for the Advancement 
of Urban Education 



ERLC 



V < i 



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

This study was a cooperative enterprise. The valuable time and 
resources of many Individuals in the Gary Community were often requested, 
if not required, by the lAUE Progr n and Research Staff, 

Therefore, we would like to acknowledge the invaluable aid of the 
fol lowing persons . 

In particular, we would like to give our special thanks to 
Dr. Gordon McAndrew, President of School City, for his numerous contribu- 
tions, including taking time out of his busy schedule to allow us to 
interview him for the purpose of instrument construction. For the very 
worthvvhile suggestions and bits o^ information which were submitted 
during ''he early stages of our study, we thank Dr. Carrie Dawson, Director 
of Developmental Programs and Mr, Nicholas McDonald, Director of Instruc- 
tion, 

Mr. Benjamin Luna, Research Assistant, and Mr, Sherman Newell, 
Director of the Teacher Corps, provided constant and helpful assistance 
throughout the duration of the study. 

Other persons equally helpful during the early stages of this study 
were Mr. William Wallace, Elementary School Supervisor, Mrs, Gertrude Ward, 
Principal of Jefferson School, Mrs. Mary Leuka, Principal of Kuny School, 
Mr, Max Lynch, Principal of Marquette School and Mr, Turley Pryor, 
Principal of Carver School, where the lAUE Education Voucher Study Staff 
Office was lo-^ated. All of these persons cooperated in giving us informa- 
tion and insight int^ the educational problems in Gary. 

In addition, the School City Research Staff was very helpful in 
supplying us with existing statistics and reports cn the Gary School 
sv^ tem- -espec i a ! I y , Drs. Walter Wiley, William Hoock and Julius Stratton. 
Persor:s outside of Gary School City personnel who were helpful included 
Mons I gneur Melvage ^ho we thank for aid in obtaining information on Gary's 

vi i i 



Catholic schools as well as for taking an active part in our Workshop and 
Forum Programs. 

We would like to give our special thanks to Mr. Morris Kaufman, Chief 
Deputy Housing Coordinator for supplying our staff with the tools necessary 
to conduct our community sample survey. 

Finally, we thank each member of the Gary School Board for their 
cooperation in providing us with a great deal of valuable information in 
separate interviews . 



Ix 



PREFACE 

This Is a report on a sample of Caryl te's response to the feasibfllty 
of the concept of an Education Voucher System. The information included in 
the report, however, will be of interest not only to the residents of Gary 
and to the Gary School Board Members, the client for whom this study was 
conducted, but for other interested citizens, organizations and government 
officials. For this reason, attempts have been made to write it in a style 
which may be read and easily understood by a wide variety of persons. To 
achieve this level of readability and conciseness, detailed and technical 
tables are included In Volume I* (the Appendices) and only data which form 
the basis for reaching a conclusion and making recommendations are Included 
in this text. 

The value of any research, however, is dependent upon what one can 
learn from it in terms of its trans latabi 1 i ty to specific action components 
or remedial measures. 

Most proponents of the sample survey technique would add that the 
findings obtained from the study of the sample are only valid to the extent 
that they may be generalized to a larger population or universe with the 
least amount of error. In this study, attempts have been made to reduce 
this error througft stratification and replication. That is, by selecting 
at rardom, persons from homogeneous groups and looking at them one at a 
time, the chances of error are minimized. The conditioiis under wh'ch this 
sample was taken did nov permit more than limited genr^ral i zabi h ty howevei 
(see Chapter I, Section A 5). 

In this study, we have tested cur hypotheses with parents* community 
residents, teachers, administrators other than principals, principals and 
other school workers. 

. ^ (continued) 



This study has been undertaken wfth an appreciation for the several 
processes required to bring about the Improvement in the quality of 
education and educational opportunities for all of its publics. 

We hope that those who read it will find it instructive. 



Joseph C. Young 
Director of Research 
Institute for the Advancement 
of Urban Education 
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INTRC ' UCTION 

The primary objective of this study was to assess the feasibility of 
initiating a pilot program in the use of Education Vouchers in Gary. Indiana. 
In order to accomplish this objective, several secondary objectives had to 
be undertaken. These objectives, and the degree to which they were attained 
are discussed fully in the succeeding chapters of this report. 

For the purposes of this study, the term feasibility is defined 
operationally in terms of the des i rab i 1 i ty . workability and advlsabi lity of 
Gary's ecoming a Pre-Voucher Planning site. Operational definitions for 
these component terms are essentially as follows: ^ 

Pes i rab i 1 i ty : Measurement of this characteristic would be determined 
by the extent or level of Garyites' (stakeholders) 
awareness (information about) of such a proposed 
system; their acceptance of it ; and their ability 
and willingness to institute it and make use of it . 
Workab i 1 i ty : Measurement of this term would be determined by the 

extent to which Garyites would agree upon the regulatory 
mechanisms for the proposed voucher system; the eligibility 
criteria; the structural (EVA) requirements and other 
programmatic considerations such as the educational 
content of the voucher schools, etc. 
Advisabi 1 i ty : This term was to be based upon the extent to which the 

condititons of the first two were met. It would constitute 
essentially the Judgemental aspect of the feasibility 
s tudy . 

Vor elaboration please see Opera t iona 1 i zat i on , Appendix A . 
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Limi tat Ions 

Several limitations in addition to those described in our Operational i- 
zation document (see Appendix A ) have worked to narrow the scope of our 
efforts such that only the desirability component will be reported on here. 

The basic limitations cited in our opera t ional i zat ion document had to 
do with time, funds and statistical matters. During the conduct of the 
study, several other factors emerged which affected greatly the conduct 
and scope of our efforts. Thev included the following: 

1 . Communication Systems 

The use of the School City Communication Systems (selected as a 
means of conserving costs in an already limited budget) proved 
to be inadequate as a way of reaching some key desired target 
groups (parents, teachers). While approximately ^40,000 pieces 
of information were distributed via the School City communication 
system, it was estimated that as much as kQ% of the material was 
either not distributed by the schools or was distributed too late 
to be effective. This resulted in our having to resort to 
alternate means of communication. 

2 . Pol i t i cal Campa i gn 

The overall conduct of the study was hampered severely due to the 
fact that Gary was in the middle of a bitterly contested Mayoralty 
Primary. There was a general air of suspicion with regard to the 
Questionnaires and Opinion Sampling, with the voiced feeling that 
it was being conducted for political purposes. 

3 . Rivalling Programs of Innovative Nature 

Several major educational programs of highly innovative nature were 
recently ^aunched in Gary, and the advent of the Voucher Study tended 
to fit into existing disputes regarding their merits. 



2 ... 



^- Racial Isolation and Antagonism 

While Gary has not suffered any overt racial conflicts of any 
consequence, as have other urban centers, it is nonetheless 
almost classically racially isolated. There is the large 
inner city area, almost 100% black, surrounded by a sizeable 
Latin community (Brunswick, Edison), white (Aetna-Miller) and 
d isannexat ion-mi nded white (Glen Park). Due to antagonism 
and fears (real and fancied) it was difficult to get persons 
to attend evening workshops and/or to gain access to homes for 
ques t ionna i re ret r i eva 1 and i n terv i ews . 

5 . Sample S ize 

A (1,750) sample of Gary's '♦0,000 households was selected 

randomly for administration of the survey instruments. We were 
only successful in sampling about 500 Respondents in the 
community survey or 1.25^ of Gary's total households. An 
additional total of about 1,500 Respondents was sampled, drawn 
from other special publics including school personnel, 
government administrators and other persons at large. 
Due to the low return on our community survey, the data t hus 
obtained will have limited reliability in terms of its 
general i zabi 1 i ty to all of Gary's residents. However, we 



bel 


ieve that 


the data presented herein will provide 


many use- 


ful 


insights 


with respect to the various publics in 


Gary, 


who 


would be 


essential to the effective institution 


and 



management of an Education Voucher System. 
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The manner in Nhich these and other limitations were coped with 
are discussed in depth in Chapter IV. 



I I 

BACKGROUND 

In December, 1969, the Office of Economic Opportunity, 
Washington, D.C., contracted with the Center for the Study of Public 
Policy, Cambridge, Mass., to conduct an intensive study of the concept 
of voucher education. The Center's task included the following: 
to define the problems more clearly; to examine different types of 
education voucher systems; and to suggest a specific system that would 

2 

maximize the advantages and minimize the disadvantages of the concept. 

After an exhaustive process of investigations and consultations, 

which Culminated in two sizeable reports to OEO by the Center for 
3 

Public Policy, several school districts were identified as having 
interest in exploring a Preliminary Feasibility Study in the use of 
education vouchers on a no commi tment basis. These included the 

f o 1 1 ow i ng : 

San Francisco, California 

San D I ego , Ca I i f orn i a 

Alum Rock, San jc^e, California 

2 

A Proposed Experiment in Education Vouchers , page 5 ; OEO Pamphlet 
B'+OO- 1 , January, 1971 . (See Append! x B) . 

" Education Vouchers; A Preliminary Report on Financing Education by 
Pavnents to Parents ; Center for the Study of Public Policy, Cambridge, Hass . , 
March, 1970. Education Vouchers: A Report on Financing Elerr>entary Education 
b y Grants to Parents ; C"en"ter for the Study of Public Policv, Cambridge, Mass., 
December , 1970. 



Seatt te, Wash i ngton 

Gary , I nd i ana 

Ofily Alum Rock and Gary hav? actually initiated preli,ninary 
feasibility studies in the use of the voucher to date. 

^ • Gary , I nd i ana : A Brief Demograph i c Descr ipt ion 

Gciry, Indiana today is essentially a one industry town. Work in 
the steel industry accounts for more than half of the employment of 
Gary's estimated work force of about 55.000. Its total population of 
about I75»000 represents a net decrease of about 3,^*00 over the last 
10 years. Gary's population is about 53* black, 33:g white, and 13:^ 
Spanish :urnamed, and 1^ other. Gary's school population of about 
^7,000 students has also shown a decrease of over a thousand students 
witfnn the last two years. The usual reasons which have been proffered 
^or these decreases in population (usually the result of the flight 
cf the middle class white from Gary) include pollution, decaying 
ronditions in the schools^ and crime upon properties and within the 
communities. Gary's present school population is about 65:^ black. 
23^. white and 10^ Spanish surnamed. 

In the last four years, there has been a marked concentration of 
municipal effort to correct the most glaring of Gary's ills: urban 
renewal has been accelerated, job training has been emphasized and 
promising innovative programs have been introduced into the schools. 
In this atmosphere of rejuvenation and experimentation, it was not 
surprising, therefore, that Gary'^. Board of Schoo'i Trustees voted 
unan ir;ous ly , at itb September 8. Kj/O meeting, to approve application 



for a grant from OEO to conduct a preliminary feasibility study in the 
ube of education vouchers. 

While an education voucoer system was not looked at as providino the 
answers In and of itself to the educational Drioritles Identified for Gary' 
schools. It was viewed as a vehfcle for mobilizing the resources of the 
comnunlty. the schools, and other non-school sources, in an attack on 
the schools' problems. The possibilities of attracting business 
enterprises into the educational arena, of developing new schools 
and program options, and trying out new educational technologies seemed 
particularly oromising to the President of the School City. He had 
already launched a mossive assault on the 2-3 year retardation in reading 
and arithmetic as determined by standardized test scores. And. while 
the latest scores indicate that Gary's students are still below national 
norms in these skills, the gap is beginning to be closed. For example, 
the following table will show a comparison of test scores in the 
Metropolitan Achievement Tests (Grade 2) and the Iowa Test of Basic 
Skills (Grades ^4 and 6) administered in October. 1970. 





Reading Comprehension 


Ar i thme t i c 


Grade 


2 




6 




6 


C i tyw i de 


2.5 


3.5 


5.1 


3.8 


5.2 


National Norm 


2.6 


'4.2 


6.1 


k.2 


6. 1 



Table I 



As we embarked on this study, the following were identified as 

sone of the major concerns and/or issues facing the Gary schools: 



1) Stringent budgetary constraints making it necessary to 

entertain sevcr.il money saving techn iques including layin( j of f 
sizeable numbers of teachers in the Fall, 1971 . 

2) Steady pupi l population decline and shifts leaving many under - 
utilized buil dings in the inner city and creating much over - 
crowding on Che outsn' rts . 

3) Th e launching of a systemwide dece nral i zat ion plan. Creatin g 
three fully decentralized units . 

The chongpover fror, a 6-3-3 to a ^-^-k educational pat tern. 

5) f acial isolation and h ostilities among the various sc hool 
communities usually surrounding the elerrentary schools . 

6) The initiation of a program in which an entire elerrentary 
s chool was sub-contracted out to a private f i rm . 

Ill 
THE STUDY 

A . Prob I em 

As stated previously, the primary objective was limited to the 
testing out of des i rabi I i ty , which, in turn, was looked at in terms of 
awareness . acceptance of and wi 1 1 ingress to use Education Vouchers. 

information concerning a particular program or idea is best 
understood by persons if it Is communicated not jest in conceptual 
terns, but also in terms of its aileced or potential issues and 
consequences. The nature of this ,tudy, therefore, being limited to a 
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discussion of the conceptual framework of education vouchers, posed 

an addicional factor that had to be dealt with. (n essence, this 
added another dirrension to the objectives of the study in order to 
test out desirability. We not only had to find out whether or not 
people in Gary were aware, were In acceptance of, and would be willing 
to participate in an education voucher system, but we also had lo make 
certain that residents or Gary were in posse!.sion of the p-oper 
Information concerning education vouchers. 

B s Obj ec t i ves 

The specific resear'-.h -.nd program objectives of this aspect of the 
study in order to test out desi rabi I 1 ty are: 

1) To determine whether or not people in Gary are aware. In 
acceptance of and willing to participate In an education voucher 
system. 

2) To plan, devise and implement specific strategies to increase 
the likelihood that Gary citizens would receive Information 

thai would: 

a. inform them that education vouchers '..ere being considered 
for Gary, 

b. make them aware of the issues and possible consequences 
alleged to be attached to education vouchers; 

c. make it possible for them to come to ) decision regarding their 
willingness to participate in an education voucher system. 

3) To determine and assess Gary citizens' reactions to a- education 
voucher s,stem in terms of : 

a. alltged issues and possible consequences; 
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b. their support or non-support of particular issues ^3nd 

poss i b ' e :onsrquences ; 



c. their cblirrhile ot the ippropr i ateness of education vouchers 
for th^! schools of Gary. 

k) To assess the Gary population in terms of: 

■3. the number c^nd types of persons such j proqrar* could affect 
d i rec t ^ y ; 

b. the character ■ s I i cs of these persons for identifying 
poss i b I e target sites; 

c. the likelihood that there would be sufficient perso.is 

willing lu p^irticipate in a program ir education vouchers to 
r r.in t f u r t ho r study and /or program activity. 



IV 

METHODOLOGY 

Variou^^ methods and processes were employed to attain the objectives 
associated with testing out the desirability of an education voucher 
system. They included: 

1) A public information campaign composed of: 

ii . Us** of t hv rnt d i 

b. Workshops 

c. Fvjrums 

(j . In - home nu-o t i nqs 

c. Speakers bureau 

f. A door-to-door campaign 

2) A comnuniiy survey 

3) A si^rvey of schnol personn^ 



^) A survey of civic and political organizations or offices 

5) School board member interview 

6) A demographic analysis of the Gary population 

In addition, the following secondary objectives were achieved: 

1) Formul.';tion of a 15 member Pre-Planning Education Voucher Board 
(see Chapter V) 

2} Demographic description Gary's schools 

3) Identification of "s t.*kcholder" groups for participation in the 
development of •>pecific education voucher models (both structural 
and pedagogical) 

These methods and processes are not listed in the order in which 
they meet the objectives described on Page 8, Chapter III. Some 
methods contribute to more than one objective while other methods 
combine to satisfy a single objective. 

The rationale for each of these methods will be described in detail 
below. Explication will be given for the particular objective or 
objectives being satisfied together with the rationale for linking method 
and object ive . 

A . Ra t i ona I e 

In this study, the Gary population is not seen as a monolithic 
structure. It is seen as composeo of various groups or publics called 
"stakeholders." Each stakeholder qroup has particular interests, views, 
and orientations that are unique to it. In addition, the various publics 
may have interests, views and orientations that are convnon to each 
other. For example, they may all support or not support education 
vouchers, although not necessarily for the same reasons. Thus, it is 
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important to employ strategies which are likely to have maximum 

effectiveness with e*ich stakeholder group. For these reasons various 
*vpes of public i ntormd t i on canr,^>aigns and s*rcitegies were employed. 
It should be noted, however, that each campaign strategy is not 
necessarily linked to one specific stakeholder group. For economy and 
sheer necebsity, d pjrticulor campaign strategy wog Cfr^ployed to reach 
several stakeholder groups. Conversely, for some stakeholder groups 
more thjn one campaign strategy was employed. 

B . Stakeholders Defined 

For the purposes of this study stakeholder groups have been 
identified a*, parents, community residents, school personnel (school 
board members, central office administrators, principals, teachers, 

pnroprof ess ional s and other school workers) and civic and political 
organizations and offices such as those of the Mayor and the Governor. 
The Urban League, the NAACP, the American Civil Liberties Union, PTA 
groups. Teachers Unions and church groups were also included as civic 
and political organizations. All of these stakeholder groups were 
ifwited to the workshops and forums and still others were contacted as 
basis for planning in-home meetings and speakers bureau meetings. This 
approach was very useful in that many people have alliances with severa 
stakeholder groups and if they were missed when one stakeholder group 
.vas contacted, there was an opportunity to contact them through another 

C . Components of Study 

The (nultiule cr)mo(jnents of the study desiqn are related to each 



other In an Interdependent manner. For example, the public information 
campaign had inputs for the community or school survey iust as these two 
components had inputs for the public information campaign. Following Is 
.a description each of these compo ents. 

D . P ub 1 i c Infornrvat ion Campd i gn 

In accordance with the basic purposes of the study, the public 
information campaign was designed to Inform all Gary stakeholders of 
the components of an education voucher system and collect feedback t^ 
help gauge the opinions of ths stakeholders. 

One of the basic purposes of the campaign was to answer specific 
questions and to clarify specific Issues relating to the concept of an 
education voucher ^system. Approximately '♦0,000 pieces of Information 
were distributed weekly between 3/1/71 and 4/30/71. 

At the outset of the campaign a press conference was held at Gary 
School City to which representatives of all media were invited. 
Representatives from lAUE and Gary School City conducted the conference; 
the particulars of the OEO -School City contract were discussed as well 
as the role lAUE would play in the effort. General Information on an 
education voucher system was discussed and the main purposes and guidc- 
Unes for the feasibility study were clearly defined. 

Throughout the study newspapers and radio were used to inform the 
residents of Gary of the progress of the study and of upcoming voucher 
act i vi t ies . 
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Workshops and Forums were announced on radio through public service 
spots during March and April. In addition, lAUE staff members par- 
ticipated in local radio "talk" shows, answering questions called in 
by citizens or discussing issues with panels composed of representatives 
from pro-and-con interest groups. 

In terms of informing the entire Gary population of vouchers, the 
media was clearly lAUE's Tiost '-aluable resource. Judging from the volume 
and extent of the coverage received and the feedback obtained from 
stakeholders, a large percentage of the Gary population first learned of 
the study and followed its progress through the newspapers and radio, 
(See Figure 1 ) 

In an effort to reach the various Interest ijroups wlthtn Gary, a 
list of approximately 600 public and private agencies, organizations 
and groups was compiled. All directors of agencies^ as well as all 
K-6 principals and teachers (both public and parochial) received 
information on the purposes of the scudy, general background on vouchers 
and a letter requesting Informational feedback on the Issues each group 
felt were important for discussion and clarification. 

Workshop and Forum attendees received all basic Informational 
materials and were sent follow-up Information throughout the remainder 
of the study. 

The basic information kit consisted of a compilation of the most 
frequently asked questions (with answers) on education vouchers; 
a reprint of the OEO pamphlet, "A Proposed Experiment In Education 
Vouchers;" and reprints of several articles on voucher education. 
(See Appendix B) 



In addition, limited copies of the Jenck's report were available. 
This material was supplemented throughout the course of the study with 
additional, more specific items such as workshop schedules and 
object ives . 

Flyers announcing each workshop and forum were sent out through 
the School City distribution facilities to each K-6 school child each 
week. The child was instructed to take it home to his parents. 

An entire issue of Progress , the Gary School City organ, was 
devoted to the voucher education system. The Progress has a 
circulation of approximately 26,000 and an additional ^,000 copies were 
needed; this comprised lAUE's mailing list of approximately 30,000 
for the study. 

By using the vehicles of the media, the mails^^and the basic infor- 
mation kit, and by aligning the public information campaign closely 
with the research component of the study, a consistent pattern of 
information dissemination and feedback was maintained throughout the 
course of the study. (See Appendix B - Newscl I ppl nqs) 

E . Workshops and Forums 

Workshops, which were essentially task-oriented group meetings, 
provided a medium for informing people about an education voucher 
system as well as a basis for discussion of the issues or alleged 
consequences of an education voucher system. Efforts were made to 
inform the public accurately about the concept of the voucher, the issues 
involved and the possible consequences in terms of what it could or 
could not do for children of elementary school age in Gary. The format 



of the workshops consisted of a panel of facilitators who were familiar 
with various aspects of the concept of an education voucher system. 
Smaller groups were organized to explore specific issues more thoroughly. 
This approach proved to be very useful in that it helped to identify the 
major concerns of the workshop participants, in such a way that they 
could be dealt with in subsequent meetings. Workshops, which averaged 
approximately 15 attendees per session, allowed for an effective pattern 
of interaction and issue identification. Forums, on the other hand, 
averaged approximately 35 attendees per session and tended to explore 
the issues in their broader contexts. This included an examination 
of the total school, total educational needs, and alternative 
approaches for satisfying those needs. (See Appendix C for Workshop 
and Forum out I i nes . ) 

Although ,he format of the workshops and forums was varied, by 
virtue of the fact that they were public meetings, they tended to 
become limited both in time and scope. Consequently, several 
In-home meetings were instituted to deal with Issues in greater depth, 
as well as to establish better contact with special interest stake- 
holder groups. 

A speakers bureau, composed of a corps of local persons, was 
organized to respond to the requests from various agencies, schools 
and civic organizations for speakers on an education voucher system. 

These approaches allowed the public information campaign to focus 
more directly upon the total school community. In essense, the use of 
these various strategies enhanced our ability to attain the requirements 



of proper information dissemination. (See Objective til. Page 8 ). 

In addition to satisfying this objective, the public information 
campaign wa. also u.cd a. a vehicle to help satisfy objectives #1 and A3 
At workshops and forums as well as at the in-home and speakers bureau 
meetings, questionnaires were passed out to participants in order to 
collect information on their awareness and reactions to issues and 
consequences considered to be inherently attached to the voucher 
concept. The questionnaires are included in our analysis of findings 
and are reported upon more fully in Chapter V. 

^ • The School and the Community Surveys -'- 

These two methods will be described together since they both basical 
satisfy the same objectives. (See page 8. #1 and #3) The Gary 
population is viewed as being made up of various stakeholder groups, 
therefore, each method was devised as a strategy to satisfy the overall 
objectives as they related to a particular stakeholder group. 

Thus the school survey was used to meet objectives I and ^ for 
school personnel, excluding school board members who were interviewed. 
The community survey was employed to meet the same objectives for parents 
and comfTiunity residents. 

Furthermore, both the community and .chool survey forms employed 
similar samptiru, procedures. The method used in eoch ca.e was a stra- 
tified random samplin-j. With this method the sampling error will be 
smaller than it would be in simple random sampling because selection of 
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persons (units) are made from strata which are homogeneous. Thus, 
in the case of school personnel, selection was made from strata of 

central administrators, principals, teachers, paraprof ess i ona I s and 
o'j-er school workers. M the community, selection was made from blocks 
within census tracts. Assuming thdt people who live on the same block 
are more similar to each other or any socio-economic index than they 
are to those on other blocks, one can legitimately call blocks a strata. 
The procedure for selecting the parent/community sample and the school 
personnel sample is outlined directly below. 

G . Sampling Procedures for School Personnel /Conrmiun i ty Surveys 

1. Sampling universes were identified as; 

A) Parochial schools 

B) Publ ic schools 

C) Parents and/or community residents 

2. Within universes (A) and (B) strata were Identified and data 
col lected as fcl lows : 

a. Central administrators 

b. Other central office workers 

c . P r i nc i pa 1 s 

d. Other school administrators 

e. Paraprofess ionals/teachcr aides 

f. Other school workers 

Each person (unit) within each stratum was assigned a number, 
and those numbers were compared with a table of random numbers for 
inclusion in the sample- 



Within universe (C) clusters were identified as census tracts 
and from these clusters block group s and strata of blocks 

were, in turn, collected. 

a. For this universe, a range or block groups was identified 
from I to 9. These numbers were compared with a table of 

r.indom numbers for selection of block groups. Within these 
block groups, d range of blocks were identified from 01 to 
30 and these numbers were compared with a table of random 
numbers for inclusion in the samp I e s t rata . 

b. For these strata (blocks) it was determined that it was 
nOL necessary to include all four sides ^of the block) in 
order to obtain a representative sample of the strata. In 
fact, including all four sides would have lead to over- 
sampling and over-concentration of persons where population 
density is high. Therefore, sides of blocks were assigned 
numbers in the following manner: 

(1) North 

(2) South 

(3) East 
(^) West 

c. These numbers, in turn, were compared with a table of randoin 
numbers in order to determine which side of the block to 

be included in the strata. Whenever all housing units on 
an entire siuc .^ere either vacant or demolished, the side- 
represent i ncj the next highest number was selected. 

d. Finally for each of these strata the Gary City Directory 
v,.i ^ u ec^ {o list the r e s i ci en t s of <j side r? f a p.i r t i ^ n 1 < m 
block ( t hos f r ^ i d(MU S t n bt* i nc 1 udeiJ '\ f^ I tu- . t f ,1 1 ) . T ! . i ■ 
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directory lists city residents by street address, Including 
intersecting s treets . 

H . Rt^su I t S of Samp I j ng 

The sampling procedures resulted in the following sample sizes 
within each universe and for each stratum: 

A. Parochia I School s 



1 ) Pr i nc i pal s |8 

2) Teachers 66 

3) Other School Workers I 

Sub Total 

B. Publ ic Schools 

1 ) Cent ra I Adnj inistrators 15 

2) Pr i nc i pa I s ^9 

3) Other Administrators 29 

Teachers 670 

5) Teacher Aides 62 

6) Other School Workers 31 j 

Sub Total Tl3<S' 

Total Al I ScfU)ols 1221 



C . Commun i ty 

I ) Commun i ty Res i dents and Parents . . I 750 

The Sur vey oT Political and Civic Organ i ?c 3 1 i ons'-' 
The total sample of this group was I08. 

Random sampling procedures were not used to select representatives 
for this stakeholder group. This group was selected as a result of 
formal and informal interviews of various persons in the public and 
parochial schools and in the community. Questionnaires were mailed 



See Appendix 0, Political and Civic 0 ryan i za t i ons Su rvey 



to each of these organizations to be completed and returned. (See 
page 28for Findings) 

J . Commun i ty Su r ^cy 

The total s^inole in this group (1750) was selected by Census Tract 
ond Block Group .is shown in Tables I jnd 2 respectively. This sample 

was drawn f rnm I 7H BIocl' - . r - .- - i ! i 

uiuv-i-^j «mIv.ii were idfidoniiy selected. 

• The School Board Member Inter v i ew'- 

All five board members were interviewed. By employing an 
interview rather than a questionnaire, we were in direct contact with 
c-ach board member and were permitted unique insights of the reasons 
individual board members considered an education voucher system a 
possibility for Gary Schools. Moreover, the interview allowed us to 
cover a wider range of issues and topics with this stakeholder group. 

L . Description of Field Activity 

Questionnaires were mailed to conmunity residents, parents, school 
personnel and civic and political organization and offices. Two types 

questionndires were employed in sampling the community residents „nd 
parents; a long form (60 items) was sent to a sample of 250 persons; 
a short form (30 items) was sent to 1 500 persons. (See Appendix D.) 

Both forms were designed to measure the respondents' awdreness. 
ciccept.inco of and willingness to porticipale in an cduc.Uion voucher 
system. However, the long form has included an additional 30 items in 
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the form of Likert statements concerning structure, consequences and 
•ssues pertinent to the proposed education voucher system. 

In addition to the limitations previously mentioned, population 
movements due to urban renewal activities affected the mail-out cam- 
paign in the inner city; for example, urban renewal had resulted in 
either the abandonment or demolition of entire blocks. As .1 result 
many persons selected \n our sample had already moved to other areas. 
Therefore a number of questionnaires were returned "unde I i ve rab I e . " 

Consequently a massive interview and door-to-door campaign was 
initiated. This campaign was highly successful in that it increased 
our rate of returned and completed questionnaires considerably. 
A telephone campaign and radio opot announcements supplemented the 
questionnaire retrieval efforts. 

The delays encountered in retrieving questionnaires affected our 
data processing schedules considerably. The majority of the civic and 
political organizations were unable to respond to the questionnaires 
within the time period allowed for the study, since their response 
would require the adoption by their boards of official positions 
regarding the concept of an education voucher system. We 
were advised that meetings for this purpose were scheduled well 
beyond the expiration date of our preliminary feasibility study. 

In sum, the field activity for this study consisted of the mailing 
out of questionnaires, following up on non- res ponden t s , interviewing 
non- responden ts and contacting and interviewing School Board members. 

It should be noted, however, that the activities included in 
workshops .ind forums are not isolated h( re for review, I 11 t h.i t ph.i.f 



2 



of our study concentration was on the dissemination of information and 
the discussion of pertinent issues. 

M . Pljn of Analysis 

The plan of analysis which is employed in this study is both 
descriptive and judgemental. In the descriptive phase of the analysis, 
information on des i r jb i 1 i ty will be presented for each stakeholder group 
in terms of the component measures of awareness , acceptance , and wi I 1 i ng - 
ness to part icipate in an education voucher system. Subsequent to 
these findings, comparisons will be made between each group with respect 
to each of the variables on des i rab i 1 i ty . On the basis of these 
comparisons, judgements will be made as to the extent to which each 
stakeholder group satisfies or is characterized by the component measures. 

Chi square and standard error will not be employed as criteria 
on wfiich to make comparisons or judgements in this study since they 
both assume a greater amount of information on education vouchers 
than is presently available both to the stakeholder groups and for the 
component measures of desirability. The concept of an education voucher 
system is new --an innovation. There are, most likely, trends in the 
overall community and within each stakeholder group which have not cul- 
rinated in a decision concerning acceptance or willingness to participate 
in an education voucher system. Many of these trends could eventually 
lead to an dffirmalive decision. 

The use of such measures as Chi square and standard error would 
lead to dismissing or rejecting data indicative of trends, incipient 
f <■ I a t i of)S . tudes of or i en ta t i ons . 

Moreover, comparisons across ethnic rjrDups will riot be macit , 




although tables on which these comparisions can be made are reported 
in Appendix E. 

However, ethnicity is not reported for school personnel for the 
following reasons. School personnel did not answer questions concerning 
ethnicity. This question was included in the demographic section of the 
school personnel questionnaire which many school personnel respondents 
either tore off or left blank because they were apprehensive about the 
disclosure of their identity. Furthermore, school personnel, as a group, 
are viewed as being composed of smaller stakeholder groups which include 
such persons as: central administrators, principals, teachers and 
other school workers. Thus it would be more reasonable to compare across 
stakeholder groups rather than ethnicity, since the two large ethnic 
groups (Black and White) are represented in all of these stakeholder groups. 

Teachers, principals and other administrators are viewed as belonging 
to a professional group. It is assumed that diffe fences anx)ng the various 
professional groups would be more significant in terms of their acceptance 
of and willingness to participate in an education voucher system than any 
differences based upon ethnicity. 

Therefore, for each of the stakeholder groups, only the marginal 
or total percentage distribution will be presented to support, describe 
or characterize its position on the component measures. Persons in- 
terested in investigation the extent to which subgroups differed on the 
measures are directed to Volume II (Appendices) where more detailed tables 
are presented. This approach, it is felt, will be amenable to a convenient 
and speedy review of the report and consequently, it w;)) make it more 
likely to read and be acted upon. 
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^- Demographic Description of Gary School Communities 

According to data from the 1970 U.S. Census, the population of 
Gary is 17^,992. This figure is less than was cited for I96O. At 
that time, Gary's population totalled 178,320. The difference between 
the two figures represents a net loss of 3,328 persons or 1.8^ of the 
i960 total population. Between 1950 and I960, a different trend was 
evident. During this period the population of Ga 'y increased by 
'4i4,'409, which represented a net increase of 3.3:^ of the 1950 total of 
133,911. 

The net gains during the period 1950-60 and the net losses between 
i960 and 1970, can be explained by different rates and directions of 
rtovemeni. of various ethnic groups. Thus during the first period non- 
whites (most of which were blacks) Increased from 23. k% of Gary's pop- 
ulation to 38. whereas whites decreased from 70.6^ of the population 
to 61. h'. This population gain by blacks is not only due to increas- 
ingly heavy migration from the South to Gary, but also due to higher 
birth rates on the part of blacks and lower birth rates on the part of 
whites. Some results of these factors were the doubling of the non- 
white population - 39,326 in 1950 as compared to 69,3^40 in I960 - and 
the comparatively slight increase in the white population - 9^,585 in 
1950 as compsred to I08,980 in I96O. 




Table ^ 



NUMBER AND PERCENT OF EACH 
ETHNIC GROUP AND MEDIAN INCOME 
BY TARGET AREA 



RGET AREA 
I 

1 1 

111 

IV 

TOTAL 



ETHNIC GROUPS 



WHITE 



25.133 
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31 .96^ 

81 .8^1 



2r 
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32.187 
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92,285 
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17^4,992 
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The 1970 data, which is shown in Tab le above . reveals that blacks 
now constitute 53^ of Gary's population whi ie whi tcs (including many 
persons of Spanish surnames) comprise roughly ^6% of the population. 
Also shown in the table is the varying composition of ethnic groups in 
four identified geographic areas of Gary. These target areas, identified 
with the aid of information collected during that study, constitute 
the four basic or broader conrtnun i t i es of Gary. There are smaller and 
more homogeneous communities but they will be described later. 

Target Area I coincides with the Brunswi ck/l vanhoe School District 
located in the northwestern part of Gary. In this area, 38^ of the pop- 
ulation is classified as white by the U.S. Bureau nt the Census; 61 ' is 
classified as black and 0.82^ is categorized as other. It is estimated 




that at least 0,k% of thobe classified as white I5^> of the population 
in this area have Spanish surnames. The 1970 Census reveals that 76.fll% 
of the occupied housing units arc owner-occupied while 19.3^ are renter- 
occupied. Moreover, the distribution of the -j^^^er o^ children between 
the ages of S'^l'* across ethnic groups is alrriost even. Thus, 3^.29^^ of 
these children are white, 32.351 are black, and 33-36' are classified 
a> other. It is obvious tn U blacks who comcc:>e tio'*^ than 61^ of the 
population of Area I tend ool to have large famillf^s However, it would 
be reasonable to expect that those persons classified as white or other do. 
in fact, have large families. This is seen readilv when one considers 
that persons classified as other constitute only 0.82'^ of the total pop- 
ulation of this area, whereas they have 33^ of the children. Similarly, 
those classified as whites represent 38% of the population but have }2% 
of the chl Idren. 

Median income estimates for various blocks for this area range from 
$6,^32 to $9,023f with the n^dian income for the whole area being $7,636. 
This is above the median income that we have estimated for Gary indicating 
that people who live in this area are somewhat better off financially than 
are people in other parts of the city. 

Some smaller communities within Area I have been identified as 
school communities by our research staff. These communities, unlike the 
broader community area, are more closely related to school districts. 
For example, the Ivanhoe School Community District, a sub-area of the 
broader community area previously described, is a predominantly black and 
Spanish speaking community. Income ranges from about $6,^32 to $8,^07, 
higher in those blocks that are predominantly white. However in the blocks 
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that are predominantly black there are more owner-occupied than renter- 
occupied dwellings. These data Indicate a thriving middle income black 
commun i ty , 

Some important issues in this area are busing and new schools. Our 
staff found that Ivanhoe parents have formed a holding corporation for 
a new school because children have been attending school on a half-day 
basis, as the result of over-crowding and parents* refusal to bus 
children to other areas. Another concern of black parents in this 
community has to do with OEO eligibility guidelines to participate in 
certain educational projects such as Headstart, Parents feel that they 
do not have to be economically poor in order to be educationally dis- 
advantaged and thereby considered eligible to participate in such projects. 

Since the percentage of indigent children Is used often to determine 
the level of compensatory through spec la 1 educat lonal programs in the 
school -communi t ies , one can understand why black middle-class parents 
in the Ivanhoe School Community feel somewhat overlooked. 

In Ivanhoe School 31.63^ of the children are classified as indigent. 
This makes it the 11th highest elementary school ranked on percentage of 
indigent within school and the second highest ranked on percent of all 
indigent children. More specifically, whereas Ivanhoe holds 5-3^ of the 
2^4 , 359 children of elementary school age in our school sample list shown 
in Table 5(page ), it contains more than 1,1% of the 5,768 indigent 
children shown in that table. In the second factor it is outranked only 
by Duncan School, which is number one in both factors i.e., having the 
highest percentage of indigent children in the school and the highest 
percentage of all indigent children in the city. It is clear that 
criteria other than economical deprivation need to be incorporated r-x^re 




on O O r<> c7> 
rsi r-w rsj .'Si 



CT> — (% OD 

CN fN# — fN 



ivj <T% 



OO cn o 



— Jt i.N l/N 



O -T — — rx *-A \i3 
— ~ fN ^ ^ rx 



fx lTs 00 r** O 



— O — O — 

— rx — — 



rx CO O >^ — 
— — «N — — 



m tTs 



< 'I 



si; — 

CD 



r>4 



o 

LA 



O 





>- 












X 




















*t 




ql 




Gl 




«t 




*^ 


' * 
















C3 














o 


















r 
























































Ui 








Q 








*t 


O 






QC 








O 




»— 






O 




O 








i:) 




UJ 








sX 












► — 






















o 


o 




























2 


<: 






UJ 








O 


Or: 


^ 












>— 




<x 




ly^ 


O 






u. 








o 










i-j 


J 






y> 


ro 














































i: 










ct: 






-J 


















>- 






a: 


















o 




















o 




















1.1. 







lA lA i/> CO 



LA 



r-v LA — 00 



— V/> LA 00 00 



...T 



o r-^ -T 



vO CO Lr\ fN 



o 

no 



O 



OO 



LA 

CO 


OO 


oo 




O 




O 

LA 




rx 
lA 


04 




vO 








rx 


rx 


fx 








OO 






fx 


A4 



r 






o 










GO. 










vO 


O 














O 










-X 






LA 


rx 


fx 


CO 














fx 










T 




rx 













f; 




















-T 


o 


<.:> 


<^ 






























O 




CO 


















vA 










O 








oo 











ERIC 

















o 








































CO 


o 
























z 




UJ 




v". 




1 
















<: 




-J 


o 




< 


ad 












• i 


o 


UJ 


UJ 


_i 


-J 




r 


UJ 




i~U 










f 






> 












Z: 


_j 


u. 












z 


a: 






:d 






< 






u. 




./\ 


»«■ 








O 


< 




o 






> 


*X 




UJ 


X 
















X 


.-J 












' ) 









c 



O 

x: 























o 






.' , 
























-J 






_ 












*-< 






































f 


































/. 




— 




















































r 






, J 










c 






















































J; 
























i% 






c 












V 




































"m 






























































- 




































- 
















, _ 




















































(/I 


"V 


V 










_C 




































yi 

















c 




en 


CD 




































Q 






-^ 
















I' 








V, 












■J 


CT 




























c 


c 










li 


Q 


o 
































(U 






^ 




a 


a 


N 




Ct 


d 






































4^ 












J 




















o 


0 






C- O 












O C 




































y ♦J 












'J *^ 










- 


? • 








































/■ 




















J. 




^■ 


£: 




'_r» 
























Ci 
























1^ 




















x: — 






XI 






Q. 














f 




p ■ - 












O 3 


































Ci 













































Q £1 


6 


0 


6 V- 














» 








' J L. 


J c 








r 


r 


1; 


/■ 


/• 


J- ►J 


















) 


u 








O 


O 






■} 






r 






1 




.r J- 










: 0 


C w 






3 


C /i 




■ - c 




















4. 






































J 












I ^ 

























































ERIC 



c 

o 



wXJ ^ 



-J- W\ r*y t 

t rs* - — (^4 



k/\ <N< tn — c> r---^ 



f'N rr^y 



GO 



\0 >X) 



CO 



> 1 



rry O f"^ <^ 



X 5 r-* 



■ t • 



r.4 fN r*-\ r4 



O 



JO 



O 



X) 



r 



V 
V 



V 



*5 
C 



c 



r5 

3 



CD 















































I 


















a 


cx 














a 






















































/. 






















1 






:3 














































V 


1/ 










































/ 
























































c 




































<J 








w 


















li 


















i 


.r 
















't. 
















cr 






r 


> 


/ 




•J 






x: 










V 






I. 






-C 




X 












'»/ 




c 










;^ \j 






























»— 






... a 













ERIC 



effectively into the guidelines for eligibility in promising innovative 
programs . 

The Brunswick School Community within Area I is about 70^ black, 
20^' Spanish speaking and 10^ white. It contains blocks with median income 
ranging from S7,820 up to $10,690. Its school contains a much lower per- 
centage of indigent children ranked either on a school factor (Factor I) or 
a city-wide factor (Fact(r 2) as is shown in lable 5 . However, the table 
also reveals that it is overcrowded just as much as is Ivanhoe. Factor 
5 and 6 in Tabl« 5 place both schools in the same general neighborhood 
on capacity (Factor 5) ^nd the number of classrooms needed (Factor 6). 
Thus one would readily conclude that the conce'-ns of Brunswick parents 
would not differ that much from the Ivanhoe parents. 

Target Area II, which we call the Inner City, actually includes more 
than the inner city as it is commonly known. This area extends frori 
Locke. Wai)hington Chase and Tolleston Districts. To the south it is 
bounded by 25th, 27th, 28th and 32nd Avenues. To the north it is bounded 
by the Calumet River. According to Table 3, Area II is 23% white and 
76'> black. The median income, $7,082, is lower than athat of Area I, 
perhaps because of the higher percentage of black or Spanish speaking 
fannilies, who usually earn less than their white counterparts. 

Area II includes a number of School Community Districts such as 
Duncan, Carver, Garnett and Lincoln. In these oredomi nant I y black dis- 
tricts, which contain recent migrants from the South, there is iess 
home ownership ^nd, in some areas, is little public housing is available. 
Model Cities and other urban renewal programs have entered these areas 
but have had little t ! to rndko .^n^/ s i f jn ! f i r in t ch.tnnr-.. Thr fHsjhr f 



rates of indigency occur in this area with Duncan, Garnett, Drew, 
Norton and Carver Schools taking the lead. 

Area III is composed of the Aetna and Miller School Community 
Districts. The area is mostly white middle class and, strangely enough 
they have concerns similar to those reported to have been voiced by bb.ck 
middle class parents. Incomes In this area represent some of the highest 
in Gary, ranging from $9,236 up i^o $12,17'», with the median income being 
$11,^21. Unlike the residents in the black community -- especially in 
the lower income brackets (the non home-owners), residents of Area III 
are strongly opposed to public housing In their area. Yet they have 
negative reactions just as black middle class parents, to the fact that 
so much 0£0 money has gone into black inner city schools or to poor 
people. However, several distinctions can be made betwei r the two 
school cormiuni ties in this area: Aetna includes fewer blacks but more 
Spani'jh speaking children than Miller; Miller has more indigent children 
than Aetna. This is the case whet; .r one uses Factor I or Factor 2 as 

shown in Table 5- 

Target Area IV, the Glen Park Area, is also predominantly white. 

Similarly, it has a high -nedian income. It is second to the Aetna/Miller 

area in median income, Housing is mostly owner-occupied, and the 

number of children of age S-i^ is over 50,000 for whites, with only a few 

hundred slacks. One important issue in this community is whether or 

not to remain in t^.e corporate structure of the C i tv of Gary. This issue 

knov/n as the d i sannexat I on novement, has occupied the news headlines over 

the pas t two years . 
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Maps 1.1 to 3.5 in this section describe the schcols of Gary in 
terms of available space, types of students, and student performance 
in reading and arithmetic compered with the general local norm as 
well as with the national norm. 
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Inner-city schools have been a focal point of this review. This 
was done to highlight several factors. First of all, the only 
available classroom space in existing buildings is located in this 
area. Second, the most severely disadvantaged students, economically 
and educationally, attend schools in this area In significant 
numbers. Third, the decline in student level performance, as 
measured by standardized reading and arithmetic scores in grades 
2, A, and 6, reveals that there is a need to construct programs 
that will improve perf or/nance in these skills and in those grades. 
Those inner-city schools which have greater persistence in maintaining 
a level of performance at or above city and national norms should 
be studied in order to determine those factors contributing to 
such performance. Furthermore, the rate of attrition in high 
performing schools should be studied further in order to determine 
those factors which contribute to their performance. 

Table 6 immediately following will show in summary form the 
pupil enrollment in Gary's Public Schools by Ethnic Groups together 
with the percentages of buildings over-or-under utilized. 
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INTRODUCTI ON TO 
COMMUNITY/PARENT ^URVET^INDINGS 



T^ie 'cotal size of the Comniun i ty/Priront survey san^ple is ^Ok . 
However, ior this report 6 respondents were eliminated because they 
did not answer various questions which were necessary for computer 
manipulation of their responses, this left the total number of re- 
spondents as ^98. 

Except for the Span i sh-speak i nq population, the sampling dis- 
tribution of ethnic groups does not differ s i qn i f i cant 1 y from what 
was found to be their distribution in the Gary poDuIation as a whole. 
Thus,, whereas blacks represent SS"^ of the city popu I a t i ^yi , they 
constitute 53- of thu sanple population. Similarly, whites make 
up 33? of the Gary population and 32/: of the sample population. How- 
ever, in this sample survey only 7^ of the persons identified them- 
selves as Spanish speaking whereas they comprise about I3/ of the 
Gary population. 

The age and sex distribution in the sample is as expected. More 
than half of the srunple respondents (57') vero ftM:ia!e, while males 
comprised ^3"^ of the sample population. Similarly, more than half 
(52'>J of the respondents were between the ages I8 and ^5 while the 
remainin<^: persons were ^5 years old ar.d over. 

This means that on the whole our Stinple oopulation of adult rc- 
^oonaents is not s i qn i f i c i en t I y different t ron trie adult population 
of Gary as a whole. Any increase in the s i /e of the sample, however, 
would >erve to give qreater confidence br^th \n the selection of the 
stir^ple and \n \he findings. 



B COMMUNITY/PARENT SURVEY 
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FIGURE ••• 



1 First hearinq about the Education Voucher Program 

2 Sources of Information on the Education Voucher Program 

3 Decision about the Education Voucher Program 

k Desirability of the Education Voucher Program 

5 Most (Leost) desirable features of the Education Voucher Program 

6 Willingness to use the Education Voucher Program 



Complete data on these figures may be found in Appendix E 
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IGURE ' : WhcK heaviK.j .^f th: y.:u.*^t:^^> Vr:<:^h^ y 

heiKcf diGcjuseed :n (lary (Community/Parent Survey) 
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Over one half (56.5^) of the total number of respondents to this question 
.nd.cate that they were hearin, about the Eduction Voucher Pronrarfor 
t.ie fir.t time when they received the Community/Parent Questionnaire 
However between February and March, the percentage of those hearing 
about the program for the first time doubles (from 5-0 to I I I) Thi- 
increase in awareness coincides with the launching of the public 
information campaign phase of the Feasibility Study th. h,.,!nninn 



I v<\ivm (Commun i ty /Pa rent Survey) 
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'';-;;,r!r'''r''"''/''-T' °^ information about the voucher 



y^;:,;,.:; „":." -^^-^ .ndicated sourc Vr^ 
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FIGURE 3 : HOI, respon lent s f,lt about making a decision on ^he 

i^ave (Community/Parent Survey) 
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A large percentage {k2.l%) of all respondents to this question indicated 
that they felt they did no^ have enough information about the Education 
Voucher Program to make a decision about it. Those undecided were 2b. 8% 
and IS% felt they could make a decision with the information thev now 
had. 

An even larger percentage (67.6^) of the respondents on the School 
Personnel Question (Figure , Page ) felt that they could not make a 
decision with information they now had; 27-75' felt they could make a 
dec i s i on . 
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FIGURE ^ : !\:8ii'.:i'i I f tu r;' the iu \it'oK V. u''u-r 
^vogram being dipsunaci ;>'. C.ivu 
(Community/Parent Survey) 
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The percentage indicating desirable was 30.7%, or three times 
those who indicated undes i rab 1 e (if. 1%) ; were not sure. 
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FIGURE 5 : Ths MOST (and LEAST) dsHrabU f«atur§§ of ths Eduaaticn Voucher Program 
being dieoueeed in Gary (Community/Parent Survty) 
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The gr.ater percentage of respondents Indicated that providing opportunities 
lOi^ten^ any school and bringing aboutlmprovement ,.K»» I ? gPP^^^^" ' ^ ' -51 

^h!. ° kTH^^^'* ^V'"'"" Adulation Voucher Prog am 

These combined represent k^A% q* the ♦otal respondents. 
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FIGURE b : a //V //VrAbV; part i <:* ' J' it r :> v: 
r: i:i.*at:.'>i Voucher ^'vv^. 'f 
v. rt eet up in iavu fComfnunity/ 
Parent Survey) 
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Over hdlf (53.8-^) cjf dll the respondents indicdted a v^v i I I i nq nes s lo 
pdrliLipJlc in the tducdliun Voucher Pruyrjt. Only l^.9> indicated 
no to this ques t i on . 

Analysis of TABLE 57 (Appendix ), indicates that as the respondents 
snowed an increase in awareness of the Education Voucher Program, they 

,vcre -x:) re likely to indicate a willingness lo participate in such a 



Awarenes s 

In th. Con..unity/P.r.nt Questionnaire (see Appendix D) nine questions 
(lB-26) were based on general factual information that pertained to 
the Education Voucher Program. For instance, the basic categories 



tilt quc^ L I uns were: 



lue (monetary) 
2 . Opt ions 
3 • Benef i ts 
^ • Parental Choice 

5. Regulatory functions of the Voucher Program 
A total of nine (9) "yeses" to these questions would have constituted 
a perfect score. Therefore it is possible in analyzation to designate 
th--.c on one extreme with eight to nine correct answers as being 
'very aware" and those with only one to two correct answers as being 
"s I iyht ly aware ." 

If we look at the sunmary scores to question. 18-26 (Appendix), we 
.oc that a vMry K.rqe percentage (26.2) h.d ei,ht to nine correct 
answer.. 20,6 had perfect scores. By conce.n t ra t i ng on the two extremes, 
the "very aware" group (26.2) and the "slightly aware" group (10.6) 
.■<c .an look .u the frequency distribution (Appendix E ) and determine 
tfx. per^entdgc of quest iun^ tor which the re>, ponc^en t s had the nest 
or least information by how they answered the question. 

By taking this one step further, we can look at how the rrsponden- 



ERIC 



59 



tducdtion Voucher Proqrjm: 



tnijucjh to make a decision about it 



2. 



Not enough 



to make a decision about it 



Undec ided 



(bee FIGURE 3 c3nd FIGURE I I) 

As stated, a large percentage (^42. 3) of all respondents to this 
question indicated that they felt they did NOT have enough information 
cibouf the Education Voucher Program to make a decision about it 26.85; 
were UNDECIDED, and 25-<. felt they could make a decision with the i nf o rm^ t i 
they now had. An even larger percentage (67.6) of the respondents on 
the School Personnel Questionnaire felt that they could NOT make a decision. 

We may conclude therefore: 



d. Although a large percentage of the respondents (Community/Parent) 
indicated that they had a more than substantial amount of 
information on the Education Voucher Program; and 

b. It is possible to determine what kinds of information they 
had by analyzing the frequency of responses ; 

c. A biqrnficant majority of the respondents cire btill 
unable to make a dec i s i on with the present in f ()rn)a t i on 
they now have . 
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C. SCHOOL PERSONNEL SURVEY 



FIGURES 
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8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 



7 Awareness of the Education Voucher Program 
First hearing about the Education Program 

Most common sources of information about the Education Voucher Progr 
First source of information about the Education Voucher Program 
Decision about the Education Voucher Program 
Desirability of the Education Voucher Program 

Most (Least) desirable features of the Education Voucher Program 
Willingness to use the Education Voucher Program 



am 



These figures ,ire based on a total of 3^3 respondents. More than 
t...lf of the respondents, a total of over ^00, are not tallied here 
becdv.se their code sheets arrived too late for data processing. 
Complete data on these figures may be found in Appendix E. 



61 



FieURE 7 



Amreneffd of the Education Voucher 
Prcgvam being diecuseed in Gary 
School Per Sonne I Survey) 
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A large majority of the respondents to the School Personnel 
Questionnaire were already aware of the Education Voucher Program 
beiny discussed in Gary, when the questionnaires were administered. 
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FIGURE 8 : When f-fret hearing of the Education Voucher Program 
being dieoueeed in Gary (School Personnel Survey) 




A majority of all respondents on the School Personnel Survey had 
heard about the Education Voucher Program before or during 
January, 1971; 65.2 of all teachers, 77.1 of al 1 principals and 
^6 . ^4 of all othe rs . 

In Figure 9» the majority of school personnel indicated that 
their first source of i n f orma I i on was the newspaper (3^*.) or 
b c n oo 1 a 0 i n I s t f a t o r s (13-^). 
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FIGURE 9 : MUT rOMMON Sources o; iKfornat'. jr. ck the 
i'..iu.acitioK Voucher Pvojram 
(School Personnel Survey) 



N 
}00 

200 
150 

too 

50 



N:252 



N«i5) 




Nr 132 




N«13l 







00 






cc 






O ac 


UJ 


UJ 




o o 




X 




X h- 


< 


o 


CO 


CJ < 




< 


o 




to 


UJ 








»- 




00 


UJ 




X 




Z 






Z 
















Z 








o 








< 



< 

QC 



The five (5) most comrDon sources of information on the Education 
Voucher Program cited by the respondents were (in order): newspaper, 
teachers, handbills, school administrators, radio. 
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FIGURE 10: Fii'ttt Houraep of Jnfoi'mation on th*: Eduaatinn 
[':••<. 'hrv I'l'ojva"! (School Personnr.l Survey) 
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WnuD ciskcd to list their FIRST source of information on the 
EcJucation Voucher Program, those soiirces with the highest percentages 

.vere: scwsptipe r s , s^Jujol adnii n i s t r J t o r s , handbills, othtT sou; cos, 
anj teachers (in ^.hat order). 
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FIGl'RE n : //■;.• r.'..7-'.i.v.:i: :clt about niki>.j .-us'/..*; .)>; the 
KJii^idtioK V ruyncv Fr'^gram th the ''>;/' rr:' 'h 
no'j Kwe (School PerSvinnef Survey) 
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The majority of school personnel felt that they did not have 
enough informdtion to nuke a decision on the Educat i on~~Voucher 
Progrum: ^0.2 teachers, 3^-3 principals, H.3 others. However 
most of the principals (^2.9) felt that they did_havc enough 
information in order to make a decision. 23.rof all respondents 
were undec i ded . 
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FIGURE 12 



DeturabiHtu th,i EduaatLcn Vou.^hev Pvoarair, being 
discuss. : hi (School Personnel Survey) 
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Over 27* of all school personnel responding felt desi rable 
about the Education Voucher Program being discussed in Gary. 

Of this group kO.O were principals. 22.2 of ail school personnel 
indicated undes i rab le ; ^0.2 of all respondents indicated not sure 
Close to half (^^4,0) of jII teachers indicated not sure. 
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FIGURE 13: I he MOST (and LEA^T) deflirable features c/' the Kduaan'oK V^:,'her lYoar.ir 
being diaauaeed in kiry School Personnel Survey) 
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[fit^ qredler perceruacje ut respondents indicdleci thcBt prov i d i ng 
wppor ^ ufM I i lo dtlerd dny srhool and bring! rig dbuut i rip rov erne n t 
in s chop is the two most desirable f'^atures of the EducUion 
Vuuche r P rocj r un) . 



Inis response was the same as those given by the respr)ndents on 

tMc Co-;r un i t y/Par ff) t ourvf^y. (See FIGURE 
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FIGURE \k: VTLLINJNESS to partiaipate in an Educatior: Voucher 
Program if it were set up in Gary 
(School Personnel Survey) 
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Most of the teachers (^7.3%). principals {7^.\t) and other {kl.2%) 
responding to the School Personnel Survey indicated a willingness 
to participate in an Education Voucher Program if it were set up 
in Gary; 9-3^ of all respondents indicated no; 32. were undecided. 
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D. SUMMARY TABLES 



The following Summary Tables compare the response of the 

Community/Parent Sur"ey and the School Personnel Survey to 
those statements deal ing wi th ISSUES, 

'^SU^-S SUMMARY TABLES 

Structure 1-2-3 

Parental Choice and 7 

Regulatory 5-6-11 

Church/State )7 

Segregation ]8 

Legi s lation 26 and 29 




STRUCTURE 



STATEMENT ^1 ' u.v:^ r % n Vfn^c 'KSti'uteJ, 't }\' ^.:r.'K: Ptcre.i 
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SUMMARY TABLE 1 



STATt mENT ;?2 \'ju.}ht.r cj^*^Jten weve inGtitute::^ it ^huulu be adrAnietered 
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SUMMARY TABLE 2 



STRUCTURE (CONTINUED) 
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SUMMARY TABLE 3 
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PARENTAL CHOICE 



STATEMENT If a vouohev pr^jvan were inctituted parents should have 
the right to bus their children voluntarily to voucher re- 

oei'jing s.^hcola, it y:o addi'tioKal jjst to then. 
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SUMMARY TABLE 4 



STATEMENT ^7 Parenta are knowledgeable enough and rnvnl'.xui enough in 
their childvena' education to he ahlr tn r\akc a aound 
choice as to i)hat type aahool and/ov cduaati ori program 
ia best likelu to meet the nhildrenn' educational needn. 
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SUMhARV TABLE 7 
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REGULARTORY 



STATEMENT 05 Tke /tatr r.duca'^ion Department 8hjuL: .^c^ntinue tc eet 
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SUMMARY TABLE 5 



STATEMENT #6 



,l8 ^ .xrzioir^atiKg Ik the vouaher program shcutd be 

■:^:d : set their r^vn eduaatic>:-il staKdarde ard prcgrane. 
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SUMMARY TABLE 6 



ERIC 



REGULARTORY (CONTINUED) 



STATEMENT .^^h^-^r^n pan (par frig ik .l^J Kducatu^K V. u.*hrv l }' :}'.:**' 

he ai LirjeJ hivi: tZfid fii'r th^ir tc^ic^hcvB irdepcndent 





AGREE 


DISAGREE 


RESPONDENTS 


o. 


N 


I 


N 


COMMUNITY/PARENT 


2 1 '0 


21 


iiJO 


33 


SCHOOL PERSONNEL 


13.1 


45 


63.9 


;i 9 



SUMMARY TABLE 8 
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CHURCH / STATE 



STATEMENT *17 The .^ef\ii\U2\m of ahuvah and (^fatr ahould he r.xintainei: 

uniljv anu oiu^'her plan. 
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SEGREGATION 

STATEMENT Al8 Th^' F-hw.i: ■''pk '/■^uaher rvcjvar. pt>r- !rs ^' - .' 





AGREE 


Dl SAGREE 


RESPONDENTS 
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% J 


N _ 


COMMON 1 TV/PARENT 


24 -0 


24 


27.0 


2 7 


SCHOOL PERSONNEL 


?8 -S 


9 8 


3 2 .9 


1 1 3 
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LEGISLATION 



STATEMENT »26 ■:• * ■ »• 'K;r 'r >», n'v.' ' ' 





AGREE 


DISAGREE 


RESPONDENTS 


■/, 


N 


I 


N 


COMMUNI rV/PAKLNT 
SCHOOL PERSONNEL 

- 


4 6.0 

3 3 .6 


46 

lis 


8 .0 
16.9 


« 

S8 
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N 
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COMMUNITY/PARENT 


55.0 


5S 


J 1 .0 


1 1 


i SCHOOL PERSONNEL 


4 6*0 


1S8 


19.8 


68 


» 
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E. WORKSHOPS/FORUMS 

Like the D.=»rent/comnunity respondents, persons attending workshops 
and forums found the education voucher an interesting alternative to 
the present means of providinq education for children. Howf.er. un- 
like the respondents in the parent/corriniun i ty survey, attendees at the 
workshops ,,nd foruns had the advantage of being better informed, generally, 
about the Education Voucher System. (See Figure 15). No attempt is made 
therefore to generalize findings from the workshops and forums to the 
Gary pr)pulation as a whole. 

It Is Instructive to note, however, the types of concerns, expressed 
through guestlons. that the workshop and forum respondent articulated. 
The types of guestlons raised by this group Is shown In Table 7. (See 

S.v',ph. Ouestion in Appendix C) . It shows that rK^st questions were asked 
..bout ttie structure and administration of the proposed Education Voucher 
System. Other significantly large areas of concern were related to the 
models and programs. . ccoun t ab I 1 1 1 y . target area, meaning of feasibility 
and value of the voucher. With this informarion ^or the questions) there 
Is, at least, some indication of what Is meant when respondents say they 
a'-e "updecided" or have "Insufficient information". 

Therefore the data from workshops and forums, although not qeneraliz- 
.Tble to Gar, pooulation as a whole, are important quidellnes for future 
.oiannin,) and proc|rann i nq . 



TYPES OF QUESTIONS RAISED BY WORKSHOPS/FORUMS PART I C I PANTS 



TABLE 7 

Admin? St rat i ve/S t ructura 1 

Model s/Proq rams ^1 

Accountab i 1 i ty 

Target Area 

Feas ibi I i ty 23 

Value of Voucher 22 

Improvement in Schools 21 

Use of Publ i c Funds I ^ 

School City jq 

Busing g 

Enab 1 i ;uj Leq ? s 1 at ion g 

Church/State ^ 

Increased Costs ^ 
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WORKSHOPS / FORUMS 



FIGURE 15: Wr,>' hr.:r:Ka the Kducition Voucher ip '^v:u'i 

hriKp i-.: '-trrr ! Ui Gavy (Workshop/Forum Survey) 
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When corpared with the Comn>un i ty/Pa ren t Questionnaire respondents the 
predominate number of attendees at the Workshops and Forums tended to 
have had mforma^on about the Education Voucher Program at an earlier 
q ^k'""' ""^ information prior to January. I97I as compared 

to 13. y ror the respondents to the Community/Parent Survey 

iorklhoo/ • ^ ' °' responses fro'm both Com:un ty/Parent and 

Workshop/Forum populations had similar distributions. 
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F . Civic and Political Organizations and Off!ce^ 

There were twenty-one (21) respondents to our Civic and Political 
0 rqan i t i on and Office Questionnaire, representing eighteen (l8) or- 
ganizations and th ree (3) of f i ces (Government a I Bureaus ) . Some res- 
pondents did not answer all the questions. However, as it will be 
shrxvn, the non-response rate on each question was very low. Thus of 
the eighteen (l8) responding organizations, seventeen (17) answered 
the questions concerning whether the organization has a national as 
well as a local branch. One of the respondents said his organization 
had only a national branch, whereas five (5) of the other respondents 
said their organizations had only local branches. Eleven (11) others 
said their organizations had both national and local branches. 
Similarly, of the three (3) responding representatives of offices, two 
(2) ansvyered the question as follows: one respondent said his office 
had only a local branch while the other said his office had national 
as well as local branches. 

Seven (7) organization representatives and one (1) office repre- 
*:entative said that they had only local r f i 1 i at i ons . ""ne (l) office 
and ten ( 10) organizations informed us that ihey have both national 
and local affiliation. Finally, one (l) organization representative 
-eDorted that he has only national af f i 1 i a I i on wh i 1 e the remaininc^ 
respondent tor office did not answer this question. 

More important, vshen asked in what way they were .jffilidte^ with 
t^e national or local branches of their respective ^. r^:an i ^/j t i ons .ird 
offices, three (3) o r rMn i za t i repres^^nt at i v**s -inH -r:*- 
representative saiH tney held n^^sition. .r> ofMi^-i - tli* "iii i^.il 




level cind fourteen (l**) respondents from organizations and one res- 
pondent from an office stated that they held positions as officers on 
a local level. The remaining res.oondents classified themselves as 
follows: twelve (12) national and four local members of organi- 

zations and one (I) national and one (1) local member of offices. 

Table 8 ( • 83 ) »shows the various areas of interest of the orqani- 
zat i ons contacted . 

Ten of the local organizations and two of the local offices have 
a special division or department that deals with education. Eight 
local organizations do not. Specific funds for education are set 
aside by four local organizations and two local offices. Thirteen 
local organizations do not have such funds. 

On the whole, information regarding the Education Voucher System 
in Gary was received mostly on a local level both by or qan i zat i ons and 
offices. Thus eleven (II) of the organizations and three (3) of the 
offices said that they received information only locally. However, 
only three (3) organizations heard about the Education Voucher System 
both nationally and locally while one (1) had received information 
only on a national level. Of the eleven (II) organizations receiving 
information on a local level, six (6) received their information prior 
to or during January )97l. two (2) during February 1971, two (2) during 
March 1971, and the remaining one (I) did not know when the organization 
received its information. If the dates on which information was 
received were listed for the remaininq or qan i zat i ons ,nd offi^^-., rfn- 
distribution would not chanqe s i qn i f i Crjn t I y , whi(.h rjei^K^fi m f .1 1 . ih.H 
most i nforma ti on was receive'l prior tr> nr duriruj J.jnu.n / I'i / 1 



ORGANIZATION AREA OF INTEREST 
Gary, Indiana 





ORGANIZATIONS 


AREA OF INTEREST 


NUMDtK 


rKUrUK i 1 UN 


Civil Rights 


0 
0 


. MM 


Civil L i bert i es 


b 


33 


Heal th 


Q 
0 


. MM 


Social Welfare 






Re 1 i g ious 1 nteres t 


6 


•33 


Racial and Ethnic Interests 


8 




Educa t i 


13 


.72 


Bus i ness or Econom i c 


7 


• 38 


Recreat ional Inte rests 


10 


.55 


Womer^ ' s Rights 


2 


. 1 1 


Special Services 


7 


.38 


Hous i ng 


8 


.^k 


Urban Development 


8 


.kk 


Youth 


I 


.05 



TABLE 8 



As It has been illustrated before similar findings have been 
revealed for parents, community residents and school personnel. 

Moreover newspapers play as important a role here as they did for 
parents, community residents and school personnel. Thus most local 
organizations, eight (8), and local offices, three (3), receiy^ their 
i n forma t ion through newspaper's . In this i ns tance , however , new 
sources of information appear, that is, seven (7) organizations also 
received their information through schools or the School Board. 

All of the offices and eight of the organizations had heard about 
how the Education Voucher System should be organized. Ten (lO) organ- 
i za t ions had not . 

The membership of over half (11) of the organizations had not 
discussed the Education Voucher System. The EVA was not discussed by 
S0%. In contrast, the constituency of two (2) of the three (3) offices 
had discussed both Education Voucher System and EVA. As seen in Table 9 
(page 85 )» nx)s t organizations had not discussed with their membership 
many of the concerns being brought forth about Education Voucher System. 
The most cited concerns were: (a) maintaining separation of Church and 
state; (b) the value of the voucher being the same for all shcools and 
for each student. Most issues such as use of the voucher as a tool of 
segregationists and maintaining separation of church and state were 
brought to organizations by individuals outside of their membership. 
Two (2) offices also had individuals outside of their constituency bring 
to them concern for separation of church and state. 

Four (k) of the organizations and three (3) ^>f the offices reported 
that they had taken a position in support of the Education Voucher ^y'.tnn. 
Only one (1) organization stated it had taken a position not in support 
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of the Education Voucher System. All other organizations and the 
remaining offices were either unoeclded or withholding their support 
of the Education Voucher system. 

In response to the question regarding whether or not the local 
office organization would take a position on the Education Voucher 
System independent of the national branches, ten (10) organ i zat ions 
and one (I) office stated yes, while three (3) organizations and one (I) 
office said no. 

Similarly, five (5) organizations and one (1) office stated that 
they would support enabling legislation while twelve (12) of the organ- 
izations were undecided. 

For all three of these areas (position in support of voucher; 
independent position of voucher; and support of enabling legislation) 
offices and organizations which had special divisions or departments 
of education that had special funds for education, tend to give affirm- 
ative answers to these questions; whereas those which had no special 
divisions of funds answered negatively in those areas. Thus, for 
example, of those organizations and offices that had taken a stand 
and would take a position independent of the national organization, 
nine (9) had special divisions for education and five (5) had no 
special funds. For those organizations which would neither support 
the voucher nor take an independent position, three (3) had no 
special division for education and two (2) had no special funds. 

Thus a fu'l range of national - local office - ^jan 1 /fi t i on-, .,nd 
<^enber-nf f i cers is covered in our sample. This ! \'^-r/ l^^|)ort'in» 
terrs r^f weigh M1;? ;3ny response to questions concerninr; ^uc.t^pt r or 
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willingness to use the education voucher. Many of the members, ana 
certainly the officers, are decis ioh-makers In areas related to 
education or social welfare. Their opinion should be known to any 
person or rroup planning to make innovations In these areas. In 
addition, size of membership Is also an important factor in weighing 
opinions of organization respondents. In our sample of respondent, 
membership affiliation ranges from as low as 20 to as high as 20,000, 
with the nedian size being 152. 

G . Board of Education Members Interview 
Res idence 

All five board members live In Gary. Their years of contfnous 
residence there ranges from 15 to 60 years. 

Term of Of f i ce 

Board members are appointed by the mayor for a four year term. 
The present board members' terms will expire as follows: 

1 - July, 1971 

1 - July, (972 

2 - July, 1973 
1 - July, I97'4 

The length of tine present members have served on the board ranges 
fron ten months to almost four years. 

Teaching Experience 

Only two merbers have had teaching experience, one In Gary as a 
substitute for* one year and the other outside o^ Gary for six ye^rs. 



Ac^.mi ni strati ve Experience 

None of the members have held school administrative positions 
either within or outside of Gary. However all have served in admin- 
istrative positions outside of school systems. They have served in 
these positions between three and ten years. 

Reasons for Interest in Education Vouchers 

Reasons given for becoming interested in the concept of Educa- 
tion Voucher System for Gary were the following: interest in improv- 
ing educational achievement; better and more varied education for 
deprived students; additional sources of funds for the Gary school 
system; and an interest in quality education. One member stated that 
he had nevei heard of the Education Voucher System before It was pre- 
sented to the Board. 

Support of Education Voucher Concept 

Four of the five Board members stated that they supported the con- 
cept of the education vouchers. Two felt that an Education Voucher 
System would allow the public to choose the kind of education it 
wanted as well as enable it to exercise its powor for change. Another 
felt that this might be a way to improve achievement among the under- 
privileged. Another view was that competition among i",chools would tend 
to t'^orowe the educational .ystem. One member felt that there vjr^r t 
enouqh infc^nation about Education Voucher System to warrant his bup- 
pr.rt, nor did he think there was sufficient public supprjrt for it. 
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Organization of the Education Voucher Agency (EVA) 

Two board members stated that the EVA should be a separate body and 
independent of the school board. One of these member5 felt that the 
Education Voucher System would require radical change and should, there- 
fore, be free of the school board. He stated that changes in state taws 
would be necessary. Additional costs would not be necessary, since he 
states he can conceive of way^) to have EVA separate without duplication 
of effort. The other member who felt that the EVA should be separate 
and independent gave as his reason the fact that the present board Is 
on a part-time basis and cannot handle all of its business. It would 
be better to have a board that could work full-time. He fesls that the 
only administrative change necessary would be to switch from part-time 
to full-time. This would necessitate additional costs for administra- 
tion. 

The third board member also stated that the present board should 
be the EVA so that the board would have full control from the beginning 
to minimize conflict; otherwise communities might have fears regarding 
who is controlling EVA. He feels that administrative changes necessary 
would be the following; 

1) There should be an advisor to the board on EV matters. 

2) There should be two full-time staff members to implement 
policies handed dov/n by the board. He doesn't foresee 
any additional costs for this, but if there are any, the 
board should support such costs. 

The fourth board member feels that EVA s.iould be a separate body 
s i nee the boa rd is a I re, id y overburdened , but the F VA <, h.- .t j I < j n.- f f ) r 
independent of the board because the bcjard must ret.iir) il'. ritjhl i<» 
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make final decfsfons since It Is responsible to the cofinunlty. State 
laws will have to be changed to allow for a public charter. He feels 

that this will entail additional costs and that the federal government, 
not the school system, should support these costs. 

The fifth board member feels that the EVA can be organized in one 
of two ways : 

I) The present board should be the EVA --innovative programs could 
be managed very well by the board. He states that the present 
board would be more interested in education than in funds or 
prestige. Administrative changes needed would be making 3 or 
^ schools experimental and comparing results after 2 or 3 years. 
No additional costs ire deemed necessary and if there are any, 
the board should pay for them. 
2) The EVA should be separate but not Independent of the board. He 
stated that any voucher program needs a community oriented board 
because cooperation Is a necessity. No administrative changes 
are deemed necessary. This member felt that there should be no 
dddiiiotid! costs and if there were any, the school board should 
-support such costs. 

The following chaits will summarize Board Members' responses to some key items. 

The major ity of the Bojrd (3 members) feel that tlie present Board should c ' t he r 
te .he Edu cation Voucher Agency or if the Ed u c » tier Voucher Ajjencv is TT^TtT Te ' 
i f shou Id not be independent of the Board , ' TBoj r d Menhe r ! n i o r v feTT" ^ '~ ' 
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YES 



The presfjnt Schcjol Bop rd 
shi,uld bo EduC'if ion 
Vojchcr Agen cj^- 
f. Out. '( f I ' /fi Vfjijcher Acjt-nf , 
,*iwLjld lit- st.-(j,i f ,1 1 1' bul iii)t 
i n( ! I ■ ()(' ni! I ■ II ! I , t S C hf )( ) I 

Bf;,ird 



Educalif^n Voucher .'gency 
should be seD.irote and 

I r.']L-;;t.'nd*'n t. 



NO 



The majo rity of t he Board members either strongly agreed or agreed with 
the fol lo wing statements : (Board Member Interview) 



Competition among schools will lead to an increase (SA - 2) 

in the quality of education. ( A - 2) 



Parents who select their children's school will re- (sa - 3) 

main more educationally involved with their children ( A - 2) 

than those who do not. 



SA » Strongly Agree 
A » Agree 



ERIC 



91 



Competition among schools will encourage improvement (SA - 2) 

in teacherii' performance and the delivery of edu- ( A - 2) 

cational services. 



The present school system needs more and better (SA - 1) 

qualified teachers. ( A - 2) 



Competition among schools for tjnds and students Is (SA - 1) 

a meaningful and reasonable way to induce account- ( A - 3) 

ab i I i ty . 



Under the Education Voucher System, the value of che (SA - 1) 

voucher should be determined by the progress in per- ( a - 3) 

formance made by the school. 



If the Education Voucher System were instituted in (A - 3) 

Gary, Public Schools would lose students to parochial 
school s . 



Under the Education Voucher System, the value of the (A - k) 

voucher should be higher for the educationally ais- 
advan taged ch i Id. 



liiej^iaJorftY of the Board member, either s tronc^ |^ d i saqreed or disagreed 
with the following statements- (Board Member Interview) ' 



The separation of church and state should be main- 
tained under any voucher plan. 



The Luucation Voucher System provides another 
weapon for segregationists. 



( D - i») 



(SD - I) 
i D - k) 



The introduction of the Education Voucher System 
.nto the Gary Public Schools will change them 
radically in too short a time. 




(SL - 
( D - 


1) 

3) 


The Education Voucher System imposes an immediate 
threat to the Public School system. 




( D - 




If the Education Voucher System were instituted In 
Gary, it should not include parochial schools 




(SD - 

( D - 


2) 
3) 


The Education Voucher System being discussed in Gary 
will inevitably lead to higher taxes. 




(SD - 
( D - 


1) 
3) 


The Education Voucher System being discussed in Gary 
•5 an obstacle to teacher performance. 




(SD - 
( D - 


1) 
A) 



SD - Strong Disagree 
0 = Disagree 
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The majority of the B oard members were undecided about the following 
two statements: (Board Member Interview) 

The Education Voucher System being discussed in Gary is a 

meaningful way to provide for the educationally disadvan- (u - 3) 

taged chi Id 



Under the Education Voucher System, many schools will lose / 
funds such as Title l-lll funds and special program funds ' 



U = Undecided 
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IV 

CONCLUSIONS 

A- DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF GARY SCHOOL COMMUNITIES 

Over 60^ (108.823) of Gary's total population resides in the 
area designated as inner city (Area II), 7eZ of the residents of Area 
M are black (see Toble 3 Page 22)- 

This study indicates that, as in most school districts across 
the country, the majority of all special educational programs instituted 
in Gary service residents within the inner city. These include Title 1, 
Urban Renewal and Model Cities Programs. This concentration of effort 
in the inner city alone has not only created hostility and rivalry 
among "hose who reside outside the inner city, but has also overlooked 
the fact that educational and economic disadvantage exist among 
those who do not fall within the area of concentrated effort (see pages ^A-A8) 

In the Miller School, for example, }2/o of the children are listed as 
indigent and no programs similar tc the Early Learning Centers have 
been initiaf.ed there. In the Brunswi ck/ 1 vanhoe area, both the ethnic 
distribution and median income very closely parallel the inner city 
(see Table ^ Page 30). 

If the voucher educati-.nal program is to benefit j reasonable mix 
of all Gary's population while resolving identified educational 
probler:s, it is more likely to do so i f the entire cit- /es as the 

tdrget urea and jM residents are able to pcjriicipate on a voluntary basis. 
LO CATION OF MODELS 

Ai the same time the study indicates tli.it .ill tl,,- , , v,i i I !«• •(h,,,.! 

er|c t'*^^ 



space exists within the inne^ cit/. It is therefore conceivable thai 
the location of models in the Enner city for which persons on the 
perifery could qualify, could attract people back to the inner city 
schools (see Maps I.I and 1.2. Pages ^(Hl and Table 5 Page 30). 

Models can also be located in non-school space in areas outside 
of the i nner c " ty . 

We conclude therefore, that the development and application of the 
concept of an Education Voucher System could best be served if the 
entire city it> the target jrea. With the entire city as the target 
area there would be the possibility of the following; 

a. Provide maximum choice to all residents 

b. Provide favorable mix of low income and non-low income parents 

c. Enhance the possibility of racial integration of schools 

d. Provide educational pronram diversity 

B , COMMUNITY/PARENT - SCHOOL PERSONNEL SURVEY 

Our study indicates that a significant number of Garyites have 
become aware of the concept of the education voucher and more people 
have agreed than disagreed that: 

1) The Education Voucher System is a desirable educational 
i nnova t i un 

2; The Educatic^r' Voucher System v; 1 I I bring about ii'iprovement in 
schoo 1 s . 

3; Iht-y .vou 1 ; bt- w i I I i n^j tcj pMrtici^.it" in ,jr. Edu'.utir^n Voucht-j 
Sys teii^. 

Thr \)n'\i-rl 'iCnool BonrH -.fujiil..! n. the [ flm i 1 . J<,ii(t^<-t 
Agt.'Hcy ( ( VAj . 



5) Any new legislation required to institute the Education 
Voucher System should be encouraged. 

Conversely, more people disagreed than agreed that: 

1) The Education Voucher System Is a great threat to the 
public school system. 

2) The Education Voucher System provides another tool for 
segregat ional I ists. 

3) The Education Voucher System is an obstacle to teacher 
performance. 

k) Many good teachers are likely to lose their jobs under 
an Education Voucher System. 

5) The Education Voucher System should be administered by 
a new autonomous agency, 

AWARENESS 

While anywhere from 25" ^40^ of all respondents stated that they 
had enough information to make a decision about vouchers, a larger 
percentage (^0-60%) of the various respondents felt they could not 
make a decision with the information they now had. (see Figure 3, 
page 55) . 

Information regarding specific consequences and details of the 
Education Voucher System should be disseminated to the various 
identifiable stakeholders if the Gary citizenry is to become more 
aware of specific benefits of the voucher concept. 



ACCEPTANCE 

While almost three times more community persons and parents felt 

that the voucher program, as they understand it, was desirable i30.7t), 

than those who thought i t was undesirable (11.7?:), a larger percentage 

tir> 
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(^46. 6^) were still unsure (see figure A ). Likewise while the majority 
(^7.3-7^.U) of school personnel felt the voucher program was desirable 

still larqe percentaqes (from 30-^02;) were undecided. (See Figure I2). 

Since the voucher program is an innovation it is conceivable that 
many of those persons who are undecided may favor the program once they 
are in possession of more information and are exposed to specific models 

which will pinooint how the voucher may affect them in specific ways. 

WILLINGNESS TO PARTICIPATE - MODEL DEVELOPMENT 

Over hr^lf ^53. 8>) of all community residents and parents indicated 
willlnqness to participate while over 50^ of school oersonnel indicated 
liK.ewi^e (see Figure-. 6 and U) . 

There seems to be sufficient support therefore, for further 
exploration into pedagogical model development and EVA model develop- 
^^6 n t . 

This kind o f ^i n f o rma t i on goes beyond the support of the concept 
of the Education Voucher System, but lends evidence to the pre-conditions 

neccssar/ for the realization of such a Systenn. Furthernore, this kind 
of information cane fron' various publics in Workshops, Foruns, Community 
and School Surveys as v.ell as the survey of civic organizations and the 
interview of Scnool Board Members. 

jur studv Indicates the need not only ^or disseminating more 
I *'or ' a * ! on ^ but i n f r-^a 1 1 on of a particular type. This includes 

on the '^t'^uc^j'^e o^ the pa^tlculo'^ Edu.atlor, Vojc^^:r 
^ ; . c ! !: ^ ' a ^ d e 1 i e s ^o r r> a r t ' ^ t • j ^. • ^ • * ^ : , ' o r • j " , 




C. ISSUES 



EDUCATION VOUCHER AGENCY (EVA) 

Most people supported the view that the existing board should 
have jurisdiction over any agency (EVA) set up to administer the 
voucher program: community kO% , school personnel 37?;, board members 

Ai the same time 5/4?' of all parents and 52.2!^, of all school 
personnel felt that parents should serve in key decision-making 
positions on any unit set up to administer the voucher program, 
(see Summary Tables I and 3). 

It is advisable therefore that the existing Board consider 
instituting a special division responsible to an advisory structure, 
including school personnel, community representatives and parents, 
for the operation of an Education Voucher System. 

PARENTAL PARTICIPATION 

A majority of community residents and parents felt that they 

hdd both the knowledge and capacity to make sound educational choices 
for their children. (see Summary Table 7). In fact, a number 

ot persons both in the inner city and other areas have indicated that 
they would like to participate in establishing an Education Vouche 
System. This preferred participation ranges from identifying other 
persons in the community to actively canvassing for enabling legislation. 

REGULATIONS 

The frui j or i t y rjf Ihr respondent s felt t fhi L Voucficr S(. fH)o Is sfuju I d 
not be oil owed to dcpc) r t t rom m i n i mum s t ti t e t (iucal i < >i! f rtju i r (Mn< n 1 , 
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nor should they be allowed to set their own education standards In 

procjranw, or I i re and fire their own teachers (see Summary Tables 5f 6, 11). 

Wt' bt'lieve thLMcfore that if a voucher program is to be successful, 
much time should be spent developing the regulatory system so that 
any departures from the regular practice are clearly understood and 
dccepteti oy the essenticil publics. 

The requlatory systen^ would also maintain control on the 
accountability of the participating voucher schools as to the voucher 
Tunics received and their resultant performance. 

C HURCH/STATE 

The majority of the people held the view that separation of church 
jnd state should be maintained under any voucher plan, (see Summary Table 17). 

in tne absence ot required legislation, however, this remains a 
rioot point for the tif'U being. 

In view of the absence of the necessary enabling legislation, 
paroctnal scht;uls have not been included as possible alternatives in 

tni:) ^taqe ut the foabibility study. 

SEGREGATION 

More people disagreed than agreed that the Voucher program 

.vouic beco-^t: cinoiher tool for s eg rega t i on i i> t s . This, we feel, is 
ret l-ctive of the ^act tnat schools are already d rania t i ca I I y 
^.enregated in Gary. As nany as ten schools are 100^ black, while 
six '.(*hor)ls are 90'/ or more white. 

t^»' r>.i.i'. fiiMlirK^s, we- Lwncludr tli.il i v^'ij^nr ^■\in\^.v. 

. ^ j * J ^ . I 1 If . , , , • , ' i.j I i i - • j i. . J t ^ S<. t n H > I , j } . j ( I I K t I \ < !•,< .J» I 
,,^>,,r. ,.,.HilJ diau .luJe^as .ni a city-wide ha^l^. wete I r j I eo i C.) I I V 
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loCi3tcd Ihroughoul the city, 
LEGISLATION 

The mdjority of the people indicated they felt that the legislation 
required for an Education Voucher System to be instituted should be 
encouraged (communiiy ^6>, and school personnel 33'^; sep Sumfr.dry Tables 



voucher program should be explored even if enabling legislation is not 



strono desire on the part of Gary's publics to experiment with a voucher 
proqrdP v^itnin the consiraints of existinrj law. Ir might also indicate 
a willingness to develop options within the existing public sc ool 
system. At any rale it may be interpreted as an additional vote for 
continued exp|r)ration of a voucher with concentrated activity in 
the area of TiUdL 1 development. 

Fur therriore , since legislation will be required to authorize 
expenditure of public funds for private schools, it is even desirable 
to explore options .^ilhifi the existirig public school systt^'ni. while the 
necessary leqislatit;n is being drafted and develop ed. 

^hese various bodies of information arc encouraging. However, 
tnc*/ al^L; point to me fact that a lot of bound piannifu; based on 
c ;>r^ : i nuv s .:',rUcict t t h the community through -,urvt*y t fCMrn .;ue^^ rnj 
I'HeraciIon wit^ exist )^g community organization (Must be perforfMcd. 
In odditiori a irea^ deal of work has to be dooe to os^^ur*,: triat the 

»" i ^-1 o* j'jc a f M^^^ ; hr.iips conducive to effect ivr ftju'.ifj rtitpiit. 

especi.)My tor r hi* (i i sad vjn t atje chiltl, \)r irKluJcJ ni n h \ 
1 ! or this nt*ans cntiftuous frxinitoring in tfMfis f*! vptc. iti^ i-Jul .i I i i 'fui I 



26 and 29) . 



However, a large percentage of people feel that a 



obtained (community 55^, school personnel ). This might suggest a 
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0. LLyji„J!^J'iH:J TK;A._^Pr^ Of fnj.S 



Although r ,nd political oruon i t ions .n, offices 

cannot ta.c an official position on the voucher until their respective 

robpondinc) to the uufsfi,,,. I-. 
: -u,;.^: r.. the voucher were -v,r. ,n f.vo, .f it 
''''' ^••^'^ ^'"y enablinc, leqi-.l.nion that night 

be -..,ui.e. .or e^.,bl,,nin, .n Education Voucher Sy.tem and they indicated 
th.t ir th. EJuc..),i,n V.uch..r 'ystenwere devel.pc. in G.r,, they woulu 
'■' '"""^ ' individuals t. . proposed education 

^oucner s.h.,ol. In odcnuon. nost of these organizations ond offices 
.verc ir, fav..r ..f t-.e i , t.,n competition or on, schools would enhance 

• F-^ally. th,.. H. IJ th.t the ,tate shoulo 

' ■ ' ' ' "■■'"•"■^'^ that th.. c.iUin^ 6oa,u Education 

.loul.j ad.' l.-iuvr tfU' iM.,D<)->ej Education Voucher Systc-^. 

The pr...nt :,..r. ,^ ^ ^ . ^ _^ 

Concept an. feel tn.t c.Id a..ut 

•J'^r,;y would fuv.M r boar>r. .•..■tal-ono 



o' 



^' ' ' '^f- f .It he I nun cs t .it.- 
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^' P^E-PLAWWIWC VOUCHtW 80AHD 

The Pre>P)anning Voucher Board apracd that thair functions and 

activities during this phase of the Feasibility Study which tested out 
the d«sirabil}tY component of the Education Voucher System were: 

«• Evaluative 

b. Advisory and Liaison 
The Pre-Planning V. cher Board reviewed and evaluated the insfumen- 
tation Of the public surveys and the public Information campaign matarlals 
and activities. It served In an advisory cap-city to the School Board 
and lAUE and was a liaison of ^formation between these two and their 
respective constituents and publics at larg^. 

In a second phase of the study, which would test out the workwbmtv 
of the Education Voucher Syst.iR, tha Pre-Planning Board would be able 
to serve a nxjre defined role in the dissemination of information to anJ 
from their respective publics as to the regulatory functions and 
structure of the Education Voucher System. 

It could also f.jnction in defir.ing the role of the Education Voucher 
Agency (EVA) in the Education Voucher System; that could become a parr 
of a broad-based citizen group on the EVA, and/or function as a 
screening group on the EVA. and/or function as a screening group for the 
citizen representation of the EVA. They would continue functioning in an 
advisory capacity to the School Board. 
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Vn RFCOMIENDATK j ^S 



We have gained several valuable insights into the Gary Community. 
The struggle for qudlity education in Gary must be conducted in such a 
way as to assure all Its citltens that they have a stake In the end 
product. Many of Gary's citiiens presently feel that much Is b-Ing 
done for Gary's poor the expense of those who are not poor. Second, 
most of Gary's citizens arc interested in the improveirent of its schools 
and In <,ome degree of educational reform. Third, they wish to have some 
degree of participation In the exercise of any educational change so 
that it does not occur in too great amount and in too short a time. 
Fourth, we have learned that Gary citizens wish that existing channels 
of administration participate In educational experiment and that those 
channels relinquish none of their current responsibilities to an 
autonomous group. Finally, we have identified four (k) hroad target 
aroci communities, .3 1 I of whose residents are interested in quality educat 
and educational upgrading, but who at the same time want to be assured 
that their participation will help to formulate decisions and shape an 
exper inert which will reflect their own unique experiences. 

We recognize that our study has been limited to an examination of 
desirabi I i ty, only one of the components of our operational definition 
of feasibility, and that additional time and resources would be required 
in order to test out the workabi I i ty and advisabi I i ty of an Education 
Voucher System for Gary. We recognize further that this additional i\r^e/ 
resource factor nay prove to be undesirable ard/or inconsistent with the 
pr.iritie^ cf Sc> )(,' CiLv and the Gdry CoTnuniCy at t^e t i " c . I* s 
Iheret.ire, within tnls context, and based upiui dll the f r n,; f 
jpj Cvjrtljiiun:, thot we make the following recoinmenddt ions : 



I 



' • T'^^-^t the entire city be the target site for the tduc^tlon 

Voucher Expe r i nen t . 

Rc^tionale: (See CONCLUSIONS A, Pages 95, 96). 



That the p resent school district l^e divided into Four (f^) 
adjacent, but non-contiguous ^ areas as follows : 

a . Brunswick/Edison 

b . I nner city (Froebe I ) 

c . Ae tna/M i I ler 

d. G len Park 

R^tiondle: (See CONCLUSIOr*^ A, Panes 95, 96), 



That sDc-cific Task Groups be identified and trained for 

the p L i rpcj^e of' 

ci. Asses inc; educational needs of the conviunity. 
b, Identi^'yinq po-.sible ed'jcation alternatives or 
na te r i a 1 s . 

Foster in,] co-irnunitv support for change, assess- 
r^oni needs and developnent of new materials, 
d . Fos ter i nq cornnun I ty support for enab I I nn 

I e J ! ] •]t \ < .n , 

♦ ' . Identi^'vin- ,)nd tr^jinir -j r^th^r 'nemhers of the 

connunity in the same skills In which ihey have 
bee'^ t ra i ne J , 




Raiioodle: (See CONCLUSIONS C. Parental Participation . 

P<^r.ti 99 ) 



That a pe r iod of k- 10 months, be devoted to develop: 

). Ped.j iM.; i I Models - specialized programs to meet 

sped f ical ly identi f icd 
educa t i ona I prob 1 ems . 

b. Structur^il Models - alternative regulatory systems 

that will be used to administer 
the models developed in (a). 



R.ni-^naie This recommendation Is based on our judqment 
that it would be desirable to maintain a high level of public 
Involvement In the development of both the pedagogical and 
structural nr^dels. In our experience, this will require 
mrtintenance of a process of involvement through leadership, 
devtHopnent tr.jininq, education problem identification and 
developrent educational man^iqement skills. 

5 • T--at the existing Bojrd ^-e the Education Voucher Agency (EVA ) , 
but thrit the EVA be staffed by persons screened and selected by 
a ^road based citizens group such as the Prfc-Planning V oucher 

Patlr.nah^: ^See CONCLUSIONS C, Educat ion Voucher Aqency, P^ae^^) 
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^^^^ 'ocal support and initl.rlwe be us^d >n ... 
the required enab ling legislation 

Rationale: (See CONCLUSIONS C, Legislati on. Page 101) 



^' ^^^t a Model implementation «;rh.H.,l. be established a. fnl Irv^c 

a. 3-5 Operational models by September, I972 

b. Each model limited to IOO-I5O students 

c. Total of all models not to exceed 500 students for 
first year (1972) implementation. 

Rationale: This recommendation is based upon our belief that 
initiation of operational models involving more than 5OO students 

in the fall of 1972 would create difficulties of scheduling, 
^tafflnq. facilities and content which would tend to weaken 
the possibilities of success for the models and the voucher 
concept . 

performance relationshi ps be established between schools 
and the EVA and that performance be measured in terms of 
student achiev ement and/or problem resolution . 

Rationale: (See CONCLUSIONS C. Regulations . Page 99 ) 

^^^t participation in all options (Models) be voluntary u.inn . 
combination of a first-cnm. fircr -served basis and a lottery . 
"^'^^ 'j-'n guaran tees to prohibit deliberate senre g-.ti nn . 

R-.tionale- (S,.,- CONCLUSION', 0, Seg , .-g.u i on . Po<,.. 100) 
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a. Rental space 

b. Non-school space (storefronts) 

c. Unused School space 

d. Cnnnunity Centerr, 

Rationale: (See CONCLUSIONS A, Location of MnHeU p^g. 95) 

"■ ^''^elopn.ent of r . ..^ ^^^ enco.,r.T .H 

during the M odel implementation sta<,e . 

Rationale: (See CONCLUSIONS B, Awareness and Ac.e p,.n.. g; , 

It is also recommended that the plans for target area selection be 
considered as shown on Haps kA - A. 2 - A. 3 .^e following pages. 

We believe that these plans will allow for „axi„um assertion of 
community interest „.d the development of pedagogical n^dels to meet 

specific cornunity needs. 
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